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the husband against his wife. Slayton v. State, 46 Tex. Cr. R. 205. The 
other is a North Carolina case which is overruled by a majority of the 
court in the principal case, but upheld by the dissenting judges. State v. 
Eden, 95 N. C. 693. The basis of that decision was that "the law regards 
the marriage relation as sacred, and leaves temporary differences and 
wrongs between husband and wife to the corrective hand of time and 
reflection. It is to be noted that the common law rule that the identity 
of husband and wife prevented the wife from maintaining a civil action 
against her husband, has, in the case of slander, been generally held to be 
unaffected by statutes giving her a right of action for injuries to her 
property and person. Frecthy v. Freethy, 42 Barb. 641 ; Mink v. Mink, 
16 Pa. Co. Ct. 189. 

Interest — Property Destroyed by Negligence. — Buel v. C, R. I. & 
P. Ry. Co., 116 N. W. 299 (Neb.). — Held, where property is destroyed by 
the negligence of another, the owner will be entitled to interest on the 
value of such property from the time of its destruction. 

When property is converted or lost to the owner by a trespass, the- 
plaintiff is entitled to interest on the value of it as a matter of law. 
Wilson v. City of Troy, 135 N. Y. 96, 104; Hale, Damages, p. 165, says 
that it is very difficult to perceive any sound distinction, in this regard, 
between cases where property is destroyed by a misfeasance, and where it 
is destroyed by negligence. And some courts allow interest in such, cases 
as a matter of law. /.. T. & K. W. Ry. Co. v. P. L. T. & M. Co., 27 
Fla. 1; A., G. S. Ry. Co. v. McAlpinc, 75 Ala. 113. Different views, how- 
ever, have been adopted by other courts. Some hold that plaintiff is not 
entitled to interest as a matter of law, but leave it to the discretion of the 
jury. Frazer v. Carpet Co., 141 Mass. 126; Lincoln v. Claflin, 7 Wall. 132. 
Others hold that interest will only be allowed if the damages are compen- 
satory and not penal. Gulf, C. & S. F. Ry. Co. v. Dunman, 6 Tax Civ. 
App. 101. While still others hold that no interest is recoverable in such 
cases. H. & T. C. Ry. Co. v. Muldroiv. 54 Tex. 233 ; DeSteiger v. H., S. 
J. Ry. Co. 73 Mo. 33 ; unless the defendant receive some benefit by reason 
of the injury. Kenney v. H. & S. J. Ry. Co., 63 Mo. 99. In Pennsylvania 
it is held that where the damages are not in their nature capable of exact 
computation, both as to time and amount, no interest is recoverable eo 
nomine. Richards v. Citizens N. G. Co., 130 Pa. St. 37. 

Divorce — Grounds — Cruelty. — Ryan v. Ryan, 114 S. W. 464 (Tex.). 
— Held, that where there is no evidence in a suit by a wife for divorce on 
the ground of cruel treatment, of physical violence by the husband toward 
her, and it is not shown that the husband's cruel treatment of the wife 
produced a degree of mental distress threatening to impair her health, 
the divorce should be refused. 

The causes entitling one to divorce for extreme cruelty are such as 
render life a great burden. Rosenfeld v. Rosenfcld, 21 Colo. 16. A divorce 
will be granted if the proof shows wantonly cruel and inhuman treatment. 
Hoyt v. Hoyt, 56 Mich. 50. Cruelty means an actual personal violence, or 
reasonable apprehension of it. Moyler v. Moyler, 11 Ala. 620. To con- 
stitute legal cruelty to authorize a divorce there must be actual violence 



